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Introduction
The rows of satellite dishes in multiethnic neighbourhoods become the ultimate symbol of ethnic segregation in the eyes of some local authorities, the inflammatory comments on religious websites are flagged as proof of fundamentalism's expansion in Europe, local Internet cafes are targeted for attracting too many young men who use technology and public space for all the wrong reasons. Arguments, which revolve around the potential threats of diasporic and migrant media cultures for European democracy and values, become increasingly common in popular media and mainstream political discourses. The fast-growing number of minority media projects and diverse technology appropriations, combined with the visibility of difference they entail What this paper will try to do is to address the continuities and interdependence between diasporic, national and local cultures, minority and majority media and between projects of local, national and transnational participation. As it will be argued, the reproduction of interpretative binaries neither contributes in understanding the complexities of communication processes, nor helps interpreting the actual cultural (mediated) experience within multicultural societies. The dialectic interconnection between universalism and particularism -as conceptualised in the works of Robertson (1992) and Balibar and Wallerstein (1991) in common is that they all address particular ethnic, linguistic and/or religious groups that live within broader and diverse multicultural societies. Their audiences are based within localities and nation-states. They are minorities in these nation-states, but they all have some connection (imagined or real) and share a sense of belonging in a larger community spreading beyond national boundaries (the diasporic element). It is very important to realise that diasporic media address those audiences in their particularity, but in the universality of their (imaginary) cultural existence (e.g. Somalis in London share a commonality with Somalis in France; Palestinians in Paris have some common interests and tastes that relate to their ethnicity). These commonalities are not necessarily real, but even if imagined they can have real consequences. Sharing common cultural repertoires and information, as these appear on satellite Greek television shown across Europe for example, can lead to the (re-)invention of sharing identity and community; this is a case of sharing particularity in global scale. Such projects of particularism though are not closed and competitive to universalistic values of democracy and communication, but inevitably depend on the universalism-particularism continuum. Even when their content promotes insularity and closure, they still depend for their existence on universalistic values ingrained in the modern nation-state (that supports them with money and infrastructure), on universal human rights and the freedom of communication (that protects their rights to exist). This is a key contradiction that has implications for both diasporic media as projects of community and identity and for the national and European policies, which aim to integrate and smoothen difference within European mediascapes. This contradiction will be illustrated in the case studies that follow.
There are many ambiguities involved in the development and success of diasporic media; but the ambiguous character of such projects and their implications is what makes the universalism-particularism debate relevant as an interpretative framework. Three case studies, each originating in one of the three spaces where this research took place and which emerge as the significant (interconnected) spaces of context for diasporic media cultures, will illustrate the proposed articulation of the universalism-particularism continuum. The local, the national and the transnational form the spatial context where diasporic groups live and imagine their diasporic space to expand and where the diasporic media cultures are shaped in the production of various media and in the consumption and appropriation of different media and technologies. The discussion on the three case studies (transnational: the other satellite television -the example of Al Jazeera; national: constructing multiple communities in mediated spaces -the example of the website New Vision; local: interpreting the mainstream -the example of London Greek Radio) highlights the implications of diasporic media cultures (and of the universalism-particularism continuum) for multicultural Europe.
Defining Universalism and Particularism: Beyond the Binary
Wallerstein and Balibar (op.cit.) and Robertson (op.cit.) have challenged the binaries and the antinomies that much of the globalisation literature has depended on (the global and the local; the national and the transnational; universalism and particularism) in their discussions on the dialectic between universalism and particularism. Within the binary analyses of globalisation, diasporic media have traditionally fallen into the particularistic category and seen as representing ideologies of identity, community, belonging and difference. Yet, such binaries are problematic as they undermine the grey areas, the ways centrifugal and centripetal relations of power are formed within and in the meeting of the particular and the universal (Appadurai 1990, Robertson op.cit.) and the actual interdependence of the majority and minority and of the global and the local for the construction of their meanings (Miller 1995 , Urry 2000 ).
Robertson's analysis of globalisation involves 'the attempt to preserve direct attention both to particularity and difference and to universality and homogeneity. It rests largely on the thesis that we are, in the late twentieth century, witnesses to -and participants in -a massive twofold process involving the interpenetration of the universalization of particularism and the particularization of universalism… ' (op.cit.:100) . This process has to do, on one hand, with the human condition in general, but on the other, with the specific formation and intensification of this interpenetration within recent history:
Rather than simply viewing the theme of universalism as having to do with principles which can and should be applied to all, and that of particularism as referring to that which can and should be applied only 'locally', I suggest that the two have become tied together as part of a globewide nexus. They have become united in terms of the universality of the experience and, increasingly, the expectation of particularity, on the one hand, and the experience and, increasingly, the expectation of universality, on the other. The latter -the particularization of universalism -involves the idea of the universal being given global-human concreteness; while the former -the universalization of particularism -involves the extensive diffusion of the idea that there is virtually no limit to particularity, to uniqueness, to difference and to otherness (ibid.: 102).
This analysis highlights much of the ideological basis of the universalism- societies. This last kind of articulation is on the core of this paper and the discussion on diasporic media cultures' implications for multicultural Europe.
Universalism and Particularism in the European Context

European identity is becoming increasingly identified with a capacity to tolerate considerable cultural diversity -at least of those values that European citizens consider to be most worth preserving (K.Reif quoted in Wintle 1996: 5).
The debate around the cultural richness of Europe is not new; in the European Union the differences between ethnic communities have been projected as an advantage of the continent's pluralism (Gatling 1989 ). Yet, this discourse of celebrating diversity has not always been significantly and meaningfully inclusive. As Gatling argues (ibid.), in the EU there is a discussion on diversity within unity, but such unity can have racist overtones. This is often expressed in the idea of Europeanism and based on the values of western democracy. This combination often embraces the dominant status quo and relations of power, which cannot but reproduce exclusions.
What many of the dominant ideologies in Europe undermine is the heterogeneity as a characteristic of all multicultural societies. Heterogeneity causes a tension in the whole of society, not because itself is a negative condition but because it is being pathologized as a condition. Hobsbawm and Ranger emphasise the role of invented tradition for sustaining this tension:
'the invention of tradition is an integral task in the nation-state's reproduction of its continuity. There is then an inherent tension between the invented 'heritage' which roots national identity in history, and the change and heterogeneity that characterises the contemporary western Europe nationstate' (quoted in Husband 1994:6-7). The invented 'heritage' and the myth of the inherited culture characterising the ideology of the nation-state has largely influenced the way Europe and the European project of (exclusive and exclusionary) universalism have been imagined. In similar ways, Pieterse (1991) argues that there is a myth about European culture as characterised by the inherited civilisation based on the Judaeo-Christian religion, the Greek ideas of government, philosophy, art and science and the Roman views concerning law. Pieterse challenges this: 'The problem is that, in addition to being chauvinistic, elitist, pernicious and alienating, it is wrong. This myth undermines regional cultures and subcultures; it represents elite culture as tout court, it denies popular culture, it defines culture in relation to the past and it ignores Europe's multicultural realities (ibid.: 3).
A crucial question is how Europe is or can be lived. The dominant ideologies of Europeanism (Amin 1989, Morley and Robins, 1995) and of universalistic values of democracy and progress project an image of Europe as a common and distinct cultural Home, a Home that excludes and (re-)creates Otherness when it does not fit in this model of universalism and appears as competing particularlism. But the construction of Europe as singular is as much exclusive as it is unreal; Europe is not a Home, but several common homes (Balibar 1991) ; it is a space of co-existing and competing cultures, of exclusions and struggles, of multiple cultural formations expanding from the local to the national and the transnational.
Europe of Cultural Diversity
The population of peoples who at some stage in their history migrated from an original homeland and settled in a EU country is estimated as high as 8 % of the European Union's population 2 . One-seventh of all manual workers in Germany and the UK had come as immigrants, and in France, Belgium and Switzerland a quarter of the industrial workforce is formed by immigrants.
Next to that, millions of people belonging to the older diasporas -Jewish, (Georgiou, 2003) , refugee mobility is central in debates for the future of Europe. Framing this discussion in a global context, we have to take into consideration that only 3 % of the world's refugees reach the UK (ibid.) and that in most EU countries migrant population does not actually exceed 2 % of the population (COE 1993) . Thus, the interest in migrant and diasporic populations is not a mere reflection of a numerical phenomenon.
Migration is largely the outcome of colonial, postcolonial and indirect colonisation relations between the sending and the receiving countries.
According to Castles et al. (1984) 
Challenging the Reproduction of Binaries
The growing diversity in Europe during the twentieth century led to rich and tense political and academic debates and to policy changes in the area of it, about counterpoint, is that every theme requires another in order to be meaningful' (ibid.: 13). He adds:
…we can only grasp the meaning of a particular minority media initiative, and assess its significance, in its contrapuntal relationship to the presence of other media and media texts which it addresses, contradicts or seeks to bypass. Likewise we can only grasp the meaning of dominant mainstream media insofar as we register their contrapuntal relationship to the experiences, voices and practices of both the included and excluded (but still present) minorities. These draw on and in sounds, images and values from outside the boundaries of the mainstream and the national. In so doing, of course, they draw on other mainstreams. And in so doing they also challenge the integrity of the claimed boundaries around European culture and add a further contrapuntal layer to it, through their relationships to transnational media (ibid.: 18). Against the catch-all category of the immigrant, I draw from approaches within transnationalism and contemporary theorisations of diaspora and refer to concepts such as diasporic and transnational. Transnationalism refers to the development of dense networks across borders (Portes 1997 ) and to the processes by which migrant and diasporic communities forge and sustain multi-stranded social relations across geographical, cultural and political borders (Basch, Schiller and Blanc-Szanton 1994). Contemporary theorisations of diaspora become useful in thinking of continuity (the changing same, Gilroy 1995), community and attachment in transnational spaces (Hall 1990 , Clifford 1994 , Gillespie 1995 , Brah 1996 , Gilroy 1997 . While diaspora is a contested concept -having at times implied ethnic homogeneity and identity essentialism -in debates around globalisation, transnationalism and mediation, diaspora has been re-appropriated to recognise heterogeneity and diversity, transformation and difference. Gillespie (op.cit.) highlights the shift in diasporic experience through globalisation: 'A diasporic perspective acknowledges the ways in which identities have been and continue to be The power of Al Jazeera that brought it in the centre of global publicity is directly connected to its ability to cross boundaries and surpass the broadcasting restrictions of nation-states. Al Jazeera's content and access to its content are difficult to be controlled though such attempts have not only been expressed by the US, but also in the Arab world (ibid.). However, Al Jazeera's popularity is increasing fast: it now has 50 million viewers around the world. This is a station that addresses an Arabic transnational community. Much of the success of diasporic media across Europe depends on the continuing loyalty of the migrant generation upon such media. This loyalty is more complex than this space allows discussing, but one of the elements worth addressing in the context of this paper is that of minority languages.
Dominant ideologies of Europeanism
This large audience turns to
Many members of diasporic and migrant groups still have low skills in the majority language and feel more comfortable with their native language. The level of language skills has multiple consequences for economic, cultural and political participation in European societies and for gaining access and understanding of information about services, rights (e.g. social benefits, training, jobs) and political developments in the country of residence. Many of the local and national minority media pay special attention to this area, publishing and broadcasting such information in minority languages and in popular and simple language that makes it accessible to members of a group with low literacy and low mainstream language skills. One such example is the weekly programme on social benefits broadcasted on the London Greek Radio (LGR). This programme is presented in the Greek language and it aims at popularising information about benefits offered by the state and local authorities. The programme also encourages the listeners to get in touch with the producer and presenter (a Greek working for social services) and to seek answers to their specific concerns. Many listeners of LGR mention this programme as an accountable and constant source of information (Georgiou 2001 ). As they argue, it is a source of information they trust and which speaks their own language. Such programmes enforce the feeling that they can participate in the broader society, while being keeping their diasporic particularity.
It is the local diasporic media that play this role most often. Being usually semi-professional and set up by members of local diasporic groups, they reflect many of the characteristics of the groups they address. The local media adopt the role of the mediator of mainstream information to the particular group for a number of reasons. Often they are obliged by the state that licences (and often funds) them to do so. But more importantly, in including information that relates to the mainstream and which goes beyond particular information and entertainment products (e.g. news from Greece and Cyprus, Greek pop music), they reflect the complexity of their audiences.
Diasporic audiences are positioned in complex cultural settings, which include particular connections and a sense of belonging, but also imply engagement in universalistic projects of communication and (struggles for) participation in multicultural societies.
Conclusions
The three case studies above was an attempt to illustrate the construction of diasporic particularism, which is neither sustained in binary oppositions between the mainstream and the minorities, the national and the transnational nor in media systems that are closed systems by themselves and for themselves. The themes discussed above invite us to understand diasporic media cultures as an interplay of différance:
…every concept and meaning is inscribed in a chain or a system within which it refers to the others, to other concepts and meanings by means of the systematic play of differences…Its political value cannot be essentialized; that is to say, it can't be snatched out of the play of similarity and differences which are constantly constructing it, it can only be defined in relation to all the other forces which are trying, as it were, to define the cultural sphere at that moment (Hall 2001: 11) .
This play of différance and of non-closure relates (i.) to the character of 1 The author acknowledges the support of the EU 5 th Framework Programme (Contract HPRN -CT2000-00063: The European Media Technology and Everyday Life Network) in the preparation of this paper. The research was conducted at the LSE with the direction of Prof. Silverstone. Apart from the research I conducted, a network of researchers from across Europe participated in the collection of data. I am indebted to them for their hard work (All the reports produced for this research are available on line: http://www.lse.ac.uk/collections/EMTEL/Minorities/minorities.html). 2 Of course, with the imminent EU enlargement and the inclusion of the new member-states, the European Union demographics will be significantly altered.
